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holiday designated for his birthday. However,
of the ten permanent federal holidays, only
The King Birthday lacks the notation in the
U.S. Flag Code, and it is appropriate to cor-
rect this omission.

I would also like to offer my appreciation to
Mr. Charles Spain, a resident of Houston and
president of the North American Vexillological
Association, which studies flags. Mr. Spain
brought this very important matter to my atten-
tion, and I am grateful for his diligence and as-
sistance in helping my office to correct this
error. His effort demonstrates that all citizens
have the ability to contact Congress and make
important contributions to the legislative proc-
ess.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the unani-
mous consent request for the House to take
up and pass H.R. 3216, legislation I intro-
duced to amend the Act commonly known as
the United States Flag Code and add the Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., holiday to the list of days
on which the flag should especially be dis-
played. I want to thank the Chairman of the
Rules Committee for making this request.

While I am disappointed the Senate will not
be able to consider this important legislation
during the 105th Congress, I am very pleased
the House will pass the legislation this evening
and send a strong signal that this legislation
will be enacted in the 106th Congress. I urge
my colleagues to support this measure. Let us
continue to honor the legacy of Dr. King and
move forward with his dream.
f
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Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, anyone trying to
discern the meaning of the anticircumvention
provisions of H.R. 2281 risks bewilderment by
the many pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD that have been devoted to the de-
tailed analyses submitted by one or another
Member of this House. I am a member of the
Judiciary Committee, which reviewed this leg-
islation in detail, and which reported the key
provisions in a form in which they ultimately
received the approval of the House and of the
conference committee, on which I also served.

First, the operative provisions which define
the key prohibition of trafficking in the tools of
circumvention of technological protection
measures—section 1201(a)(2) and (a)(3), and
section 1201(b)(1) and (b)(2), of Title 17—
were not changed throughout the legislative
process. They read almost verbatim in the
final version of this legislation, which is on the
way to the President’s desk, as they read
when the legislation was first introduced, when
it was reported by the Judiciary Committee,
and when it was unanimously approved by the
House. Thus, statements on the floor that pur-
port to explain how these provisions have
been narrowed, or how implicit exceptions to
them—not spelled out in the language of the
bill—have been expanded, deserve little atten-
tion. In particular, the three-point test spelled
out in sections 1201(a)(2) and 1201(b)(1) for
determining whether a particular product or
service runs afoul of the legislation has never
been substantively amended. This test re-

mains operative, not the test of ‘‘no legitimate
purpose’’ imagined by some of my colleagues.

Second, the operative provision defining the
prohibition on the act of circumvention of tech-
nological protection measures that control ac-
cess to copyrighted materials—contained in
section 1201(a)(1)—has also emerged from
the legislative process completely unchanged.
It is true that the effective date of this prohibi-
tion has been delayed, and that a rulemaking
proceeding has been grafted on to this provi-
sion to determine whether, with regard to par-
ticular classes of copyrighted materials, the
applicability of this particular prohibition should
be delayed even further. But the prohibition
itself remains unchanged, and means exactly
what it meant when our committee first re-
ported it several months ago.

Third, section 1201(c)(3)—the no mandate
provision—in the final text of this legislation is
identical to the provision that emerged from
the Senate Judiciary Committee over six
months ago. The changes proposed by the
House Commerce Committee, which threat-
ened to open a huge loophole in the protec-
tions afforded by the legislation, were rejected
by the conference committee. The no mandate
provision means what it says, and what it says
is this: there is no design mandate in this leg-
islation, other than the negative mandate to
avoid designing a product primarily for the pur-
pose of circumventing an effective techno-
logical measure. The addition, by the con-
ference committee, of specific provisions con-
cerning certain protections used to control
copying of audiovisual works in analog formats
does not change the meaning of section
1201(c)(3) one iota. If the conferees had in-
tended that these new provisions were to have
had any impact on the application of the ‘‘no
mandate’’ provisions to other technological
protection measures, we would have said so.
We did not, in fact, we said the opposite.

Fourth, on the much-contested issue of
playability, the language adopted in the con-
ference report is the most definitive statement
substantively on the circumstances under
which product performance adjustment does
or does not violate the anticircumvention provi-
sions of this legislation. The conference report,
which specifically addresses this issue, has
been adopted without recorded dissent in both
Houses, and any subsequent inconsistent in-
terpretation should carry no weight.

I do not seek to put a new gloss on the
words in the conference report. Those words
speak for themselves. I would simply point out
that nearly all the fundamental operative provi-
sions of Title 1 of H.R. 2281, and indeed, of
much of the rest of the bill as well, simply re-
capitulate the provisions that have been part
of this legislation since it was introduced, that
have remained unchanged throughout the
complex and protracted legislative process,
and that are amply explained by the reports of
the respective Judiciary Committees, which
first approved them.
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Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, on October
20, 1998, this House was finally able to bring
to a close our Constitutionally-required duty of
approving a budget for the United States. I re-
gret, however, that while we have brought this
process to a close, it is in no way complete.
As a member of the House Budget Commit-
tee, I find it distressing that this year marks
the first year that Congress failed to properly
begin the process by not completing its work
on a Budget Resolution.

While there is much to criticize about the
process that produced this bill and the lack of
time we had to carefully review it, the fact re-
mains that there is much in this bill that I be-
lieve is good for Rhode Island and for Rhode
Islanders.

Last year, the Balanced Budget Act created
a new interim payment system (IPS) for home
health care benefits under Medicare. The IPS
was enacted to decrease the rate of growth of
home health care spending until a prospective
payment system (PPS) was implemented. Un-
fortunately, the IPS adversely impacted home
health agencies and Medicare beneficiaries
across this country. Due to the manner in
which it was written into law, the IPS rewarded
agencies whose costs were inflated, while ef-
fectively punishing those which had worked
hard to contain their costs. In fact, it was esti-
mated that Rhode Island lost more than $18
million in home health care reimbursement
due to the IPS.

Since the passage of the Balanced Budget
Act, I have been working hard with several
colleagues to reform the IPS and make the
system more equitable and fair. Following the
passage of my amendment to the Budget
Resolution calling on Congress to reform the
IPS, we were able to form a bipartisan coali-
tion to work diligently on this issue. I felt, and
continue to feel that we need to do all we can
to ensure home health care is available to
every Medicare beneficiary who truly deserves
to retain their independence and dignity by re-
ceiving care at home.

I was pleased that the Omnibus Appropria-
tions Act includes a small measure of relief for
home health care agencies throughout our na-
tion and in Rhode Island. Provisions related to
home health care were hard fought and will
provide additional reimbursement to home
health care agencies with per-beneficiary limits
below the national average. In addition, the bill
increases per-visit limits for certain home
health care agencies.

One of the most significant home health
care related provisions in this bill is the one
year delay of the automatic 15% cut in home
health care reimbursement until October 1,
2000. As my colleagues are well aware, the
Balanced Budget Act mandated that an auto-
matic cut occur on October 1, 1999 if the PPS
is not fully implemented. Earlier this year, the
Health Care Financing Administration stated
that the PPS would not be ready and that a
15% cut would be necessary. I am pleased
my colleagues joined me in recognizing the
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